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RE: Scheduling a call with HQ next week

		From

		Niemi, Cheryl (ECY)

		To

		Macchio, Lisa; Don.Essig@deq.idaho.gov; Szelag, Matthew; Kissinger, Lon

		Recipients

		Macchio.Lisa@epa.gov; Don.Essig@deq.idaho.gov; Szelag.Matthew@epa.gov; Kissinger.Lon@epa.gov



Thanks Lisa.





 





________________________________________________________ 





Cheryl A. Niemi 
Surface Water Quality Standards Specialist 
Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia  WA  98504 
360.407.6440 
cheryl.niemi@ecy.wa.gov





 





From: Macchio, Lisa [mailto:Macchio.Lisa@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 12:38 PM
To: Don.Essig@deq.idaho.gov; Niemi, Cheryl (ECY); Szelag, Matthew; Kissinger, Lon
Subject: RE: Scheduling a call with HQ next week





 





Beth Doyle has confirmed the meeting.   I think I can forward the meeting notice to you and Cheryl.  I’ll try to do that





 





From: Don.Essig@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Don.Essig@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 11:32 AM
To: Macchio, Lisa; cnie461@ecy.wa.gov; Szelag, Matthew; Kissinger, Lon
Subject: RE: Scheduling a call with HQ next week





 





Thanks.





 





From: Macchio, Lisa [mailto:Macchio.Lisa@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 11:49 AM
To: cnie461@ecy.wa.gov; Szelag, Matthew; Don Essig; Kissinger, Lon
Subject: Scheduling a call with HQ next week





 





We have tentatively scheduled a call with HQ for next Tuesday from 9-10am Pacific.  Please hold this time until I have confirmation from HQ as to whether or not this will work for them.





Thanks for the great conversation today.  Look forward to more.





 





 





From: Niemi, Cheryl (ECY) [mailto:cnie461@ECY.WA.GOV] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2013 1:30 PM
To: Macchio, Lisa; Szelag, Matthew; Don.Essig@deq.idaho.gov
Subject: RE: Thanks for the update





 





Hi Matt and Lisa,





 





Here are some discussion topics Don and I worked on for tomorrow’s call.  We figure that if we can get some resolution among ourselves on these issues, that will give us information as to next steps/directions to think about.





 





Thanks for taking the time to talk with us about this!





 





Cheryl





 





----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------





 





General population data and relevance to HHC development:





 





 





·         General population and high-consumer population data (and the frequency distribution that represents these combined data) are both relevant to the HH criteria development process, and use of either or both are part of the EPA 2000 guidance.





  





·         If the low end of the fish consumption distribution is poorly characterized, due to a focus solely on high end consumers, it is likely the distribution will be skewed high. This will bias high not only the value of a high end FCR, it will mean the percentile associated with it is biased low.  





 





·         Idaho has a risk level for the general population of 10-6.  This means that for carcinogens the FCR could be a general population value, such as EPA’s national recommended 17.5 or a local general population value, and still likely confer adequate protection within EPA’s acceptable risk range of 10-6 to no-more-than 10-4 for the most highly exposed populations (e.g., 17.5 at 10-6  =  1,750 at 10-4).  





 





·         The national general population recommended value of 17.5 (for which EPA included non-consumers) was disapproved by EPA for ID use. This implies that EPA needs generation of local data in order to find a general population value that is approvable for carcinogens in Idaho.   In other words, since Idaho applies their risk level to the general population it logically follows that local general population data are what are needed by EPA.  So in this case EPA funding to address their Idaho disapproval seems altogether reasonable.  If this was not the basis of the ID disapproval then what, specifically, was?





 





·         Washington has not made a final science- policy decision about whether the national data set can be used to create a general population frequency distribution for Washington state, or whether new data will be needed.  Ecology wants a frequency distribution that can represent the full range of consumption in Washington so we can ensure that risk management decisions are based on data representative of all Washington consumers.  Washington’s risk level applies to the general population, as applied in EPA’s NTR.   If Washington made the state risk management decision to apply the national recommended FCR of 17.5 to carcinogens, would these standards be disapproved by EPA because they were not based on local data?  The answer to this question is relevant to future consideration by Ecology on FCRs and use of the national recommendations.





 





·         General population data (if collected appropriately) could be used with the information from studies of populations with higher FC rates to better describe how all people in Idaho or Washington are protected to levels chosen by the states in their risk management processes.  There could be non-surveyed people in Washington or Idaho that consume as much or more than are shown in current FCR studies, which would affect the overall frequency distribution of consumption rates.  If a state chooses to pair a specific distribution metric with a specific risk level, having a complete and representative distribution of consumers seems very relevant. 





 





Note :





·         Washington wants to be involved in the appropriate policy discussions about use of general population data that Region 10 (or R10 + EPA HQ) has with the state of Idaho, because we do not want decisions made about data use in Idaho that could set precedent for Washington, without Washington having input.  





 





 





________________________________________________________ 





Cheryl A. Niemi 
Surface Water Quality Standards Specialist 
Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia  WA  98504 
360.407.6440 
cheryl.niemi@ecy.wa.gov





 











